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District of Virginia, at Norfolk. Henry C. Mrgan, Jr., D strict
Judge. (CA-00-520-2)
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Before WLKINS, LUTTIG and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

WIlliamP. Haley, Appellant Pro Se. Mrk L. Earley, Attorney Gen-
eral, Ronald Curtis Forehand, Senior Assistant Attorney Ceneral,
Ashl ey Lionel Taylor, Jr., Assistant Attorney General, Al ton Andrew
Martin, Alison Paige Landry, Rita R Wltz, OFFI CE OF THE ATTORNEY
GENERAL OF VIRG@ NIA, Richnond, Virginia; Kent Pendl eton Porter,
OFFI CE OF THE UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY, Norfolk, Virginia; Darlene
Pai ge Bradberry, BREEDEN, SALB, BEASLEY & DUVALL, Norfolk, Vir-
ginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Wlliam P. Hal ey appeals the district court’s order denying
his notion for reconsideration of the court’s order denying relief
in his civil action. W have reviewed the record and the district
court’s opinion and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we af-

firmon the reasoning of the district court. Haley v. Chesapeake’s

Public School Sys., No. CA-00-520-2 (E.D. Va. filed Nov. 9, 2000;

entered Nov. 13, 2000). W deny as noot Haley’s notion to expedite
the appeal. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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